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SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
COUNTY OF ORANGE, CENTRAL JUSTICE CENTER 


»EOPLE OF THE STATE OF CALIFC 

Plaintiff, 


vs. 

OHN DOES 1-58, 


Defendant. 


CaseNo.:M-17638 

REQUEST FOR REQUEST FOR 
EVIDENTIARY HEARING WITH 
TESTIMONY; POINTS AND 
AUTHORITIES 


MOTION 

The Orange County Public Defender’s Office hereby requests this court order an 
jvidentiaiy hearing with live testimony to determine the full scope of the unauthorized 
ecordings. 

This request is based upon the attached Points and Authorities, argument of counsel, 
ind any evidence introduced at the hearing. 

POINTS AUTHORITIES AND ARGUMENTS 

Introduction 

This Court previously requested that counsel consider which global sanctions or 
remedial measures might be appropriate given the new information continually coming to light 
about the recorded phone calls at Orange County Jail. Before addressing such sanctions. 


1 


Request for Evidentiary Hearing 


TEEL GTL PRA 100 










1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 


counsel requests this court conduct an evidentiary hearing to permit counsel to fully flesh out 
exactly how many calls were recorded and how many were accessed by law enforcement and 


the prosecution team. 


I. THIS COURT SHOULD ORDER AN EVIDENTIARY HEARING TO 
HAVE GTEL EXPLAIN THE CONFLICTING AND UNRELIABLE 
INFORMATION IT HAS THUS FAR PROVIDED 


Over the course of this litigation, it has become apparent that GTEL has repeatedly 
provided inaccurate information as to how many phone calls have been recorded and how 
many calls have been accessed by law enforcement and shared with the prosecution team. 
With each witness testimony, each court appearance, and each filing, GTEL has provided 
conflicting and at times, dubious, information with respect to how many phone calls were 
recorded, why they were recorded, and which calls were accessed and by whom. 

To this day, GTEL continues to provide conflicting and unreliable information about 
how many calls were recwded, why they were recorded, who accessed the recorded calls, and 
how all of this occurred. The following is an abbreviated timeline of some of GTEL’s 
conflicting answers on tiiese topics: 


• June 22. 2018 : GTEL Tech Custodian of Records Marcelino Castillo swore under 
oath that calls on the “private” list are never recorded. (Declaration of Castillo 
attached herein as Exhibit A.) 

• July 27.2018 : GTEL provided a letter from newly promoted Executive Vice President 
of Operations, Darren Wallace. (Gtel letter dated July 27, 2018, attached herein as 
Exhibit B.) GTEL claimed in its letter that, when it transitioned systems, a “technical 
error” occurred. That “technical error” resulted in the inadvertent recording of 1,079 
attorney client phone calls. GTEL claimed that these were only calls on the “Do Not 
Record” list and that the numbers on the separate “Private” list were properly uploaded. 
GTEL claimed that only 58 calls of those 1,079 calls were accessed by the Sheriff’s or 
GTEL technicians. 

• August 23. 2018 : George McNitt, developer from GTEL, testified in People v. 
Waring (17 WF2266). McNitt testified that the failure to upload the “Do Not Record” 
list of attorney phone numbers was a “human error” and not a “technical glitch.” 
McNitt and another GTEL developer, Matthew McFalls, both testified that the lists 
of 1,079 and 58 calls were accurate. These GTEL employees testified that the fact 
that only 7 calls were located in GTEL’s records to the Public Defender’s Office 
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main number (714) 834-2144 meant that inmates at Orange County Jail only called 
the Public Defender’s Office 7 times in the three and a half year period covered by 
the records. 

• September 25. 2018 : During an informal, off the record discussion in the Waring 
case, GTEL employee McNitt revealed that the GTEL recordings database actually 
held'an additional 549 recordings of calls made to attorney Joel Garson, beyond the 
initial 1,079 calls GTEL claimed. GTEL could not explain the discrepancy or why 
additional numbers beyond the 1,079 calls were recorded. Of these additional 549 
calls to Mr. Garson, GTEL revealed that a significant number of them had been 
accessed by law enforcement and were not included on the list of 58 accessed calls. 

• October 3. 2018 : County Counsel sent a letter to GTEL requesting updated 
information as to why Mr. Garson’s recorded phone calls did not show up on the list 
of 1,079 recorded calls or list of 58 accessed calls. (Attached herein as Exhibit C.) 

• October 25,2018 : GTEL submits a letter to the court, which is placed under seal. 

• November 6. 2018 : GTEL employee McNitt testified again in Waring. He cannot 
explain why there are 7 recorded phone calls in July 2016 to the Orange County 
Public Defender’s main number (714) 834-2144 when this number was on the so- 
called “private” list. McNitt cannot explain why there are 4 recorded phone calls in 
this same time period to the Alternate Public Defender’s Office (714) 568-4160 
when that number was also on the so-called “private” list. 

• November 9.2018 : In Department C35, this is the first time we learn of the so-called 
actual numbers that have been recorded: 

o 29,456 incomplete calls (i.e. call placed but not connected to anyone) 
o 4,356 completed calls (i.e. call placed and connected) 
o 347 accessed times (the number of times an unknown amount of calls were 
accessed) 

11. GIVEN THE CONFLICTING INFORMATION WE HAVE FROM 
GTEL AND OCSD, THE SCOPE OF THE HEARING WOULD 
ENCOMPASS THE FOLLOWING INFORMATION 

This is not an exhaustive list of issues that counsel needs to explore at this hearing. 

• The specific details as to how GTEL a) collects information related to the recorded 
phone call lists and b) created the spreadsheets 

• Whether GTEL and OCSD can conduct live monitoring of the phone calls, as well 
as the manner in which live monitoring is recorded and/or documented 

• An answer from GTEL as to how a so-called “private” number could be recorded, 
given its repeated insistence that no “private” numbers could be recorded 

• An answer from GTEL explaining how and why they keep providing conflicting 
information as to the recorded numbers, the list of 1,079, the list of 58, etc., etc., etc. 
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• An answer from GTEL as to why there are only 7 of these recorded “private” calls 
to the Public Defender’s Office main number (and 4 to the Alternate Public 
Defender’s Office main number) in the entire 3+ year period 

• An answer from GTEL and/or OCSD as to whether either GTEL or the OCSD is 
able to turn the “private” number on and off 

• An answer from OCDA as to their level of knowledge of the attorney client phone 
call recordings and any communication with GTEL and/'or OCSD and/or County 
Counsel 

• An answer from OCSD as to whether they have been trained on how to turn a 
“private” number on and off 

• An answer from OCSD as to how they have been trained to access the phone call 
portal on their work/personal cell phones 

• An answer from OCSD as to how they have utilized DATA IQ, the system that 
permits OCSD to search for “key words” in recorded phone calls and how they utilize 
DATA IQ as it relates to attorney client phone calls 

• Given County Counsel’s repeated concerns regarding the so-called “warning” on 
recorded calls: 

o An answer from OCSD as to how they have been trained if they hearing a 
recorded warning on an attorney call (i.e. were they trained they could now 
listen to those calls if there was a warning) 
o An answer from GTEL and OCSD as to which warnings are played when 
and how many different versions of warnings there are 

• An answer from OCSD as to their level of awareness of their capability of recording 
attorney-client phone calls and whether OCSD was put on notice of this fact by 
GTEL 
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CONCLUSION 


Public defender clients are in dire need of information concerning these recorded phone 
calls. The lack of information thus far is negatively impacting the ability of the Public 
Defender’s Office to litigate on behalf of their clients. Given the conflicting information from 
GTEL with regard to these calls, this Court should conduct an evidentiary hearing to permit 
further examination into GTEL’s claims regarding the recorded and accessed phone calls. 

DATED: November 9,2018 Respectfully submitted, 

SHARON L. PETROSINO 
Public Defender 
Orange County 



Supervising Attorney 
Writs & Appeals Unit 
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GREENBERG TRAliRIG, LLP 
DANIELL K. NEWMAN (SBN 242834) 
1840 Century Park East, Suite 1900 
Los Angeles, CA 90067 
Telephone: (310) 586-7700 

Facsimile: (310)586-7800 

E-Mail: newmandkfojgtlaw.com 

Attorneys for Non-Party 
Global TePLink Corporation 


SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
FOR THE COUNTY OF ORANGE 


PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF 
CALIFORNIA 

V. 

JOSHUA WARING 


CASE NO. 17WF2266 

DECLARATION OF CUSTODIAN OF 
RECORDS OF NON-PARTY GLOBAL 
TEL*LINK CORPORATION 
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I, Marcelino Castillo, declare as follows: 

1. 1 and have been designated by my employer Global Tel*Link Corporation (“GTL”) to 
serve as the company’s Custodian of Records for purposes of responding to the Subpoena Duces Tecum 
(the “Subpoena”) served on GTL by Defendant Joshua Waring. 

2. Unless stated on information and belief, I have personal knowledge of the facts in this 
declaration and know them to be true and correct. If called as a witness in this matter, I could and 
would testify competently thereto under oath. In fact, I have already appeared and testified in 
response to the Subpoena, as has my colleague Jennifer Rodriguez. 

3. 1 am a Field Service Manager with GTL and I have worked for GTL for 12 years. 

4. GTL is the official provider of inmate telephone services for the Orange County Jail 
System as operated under the direction of the Orange County Sheriffs’ Department. 

5. Defendant’s Subpoena to GTL demanded “[a] printout of all telephonic calls made 
through the GTL for Orange County Jail inmate #2944821,” the Defendant in this action. Those records 
were produced to Defendant in their entirety on May 8,2018. 

6. The Subpoena also demanded “[a] list of all Costa Mesa police officers who HAVE or 
HAD access to "live" monitoring or downloading capabilities of telephone calls made through GTL at 
the Orange County Jail.” 

7. GTL confirms that there has never been any live monitoring by anyone of any phone 
calls made using Defendant’s GTL account. 

8. GTL also confirms that no one at the Costa Mesa Police Department or at any other law 
enforcement agency outside of the Orange County SherrifPs Department has or has ever had access to 
live monitoring or downloading capabilities of any phone calls made through GTL’s system. This is 
true for Defendant’s account and for every other inmate account in Orange County. No one outside of 
the Orange County Sherriffs Department or GTL is given access to the system. 

9. If an officer with any other law enforcement agency seeks records of any recorded phone 
calls on the GTL system in Orange County, that officer must serve the Orange County SherrifTs 
Department with a subpoena for such records. 
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10. On information and belief, Joel Garson, who has represented that he is assisting the 
Defendant in this action, has communicated to counsel for GTI^ that there is additional information he 
seeks beyond that specifically specified in the Subpoena. Specifically, Mr. Garson has inquired about 
the monitoring or recording of any attorney calls. 

11. In Orange County, inmates of the Orange County Jail or their counsel can request that the 
phone numbers of their l^al counsel be deagnated “private.’* This information is provided to inmates 
when they create a GTL account to make phone calls fixim the Jail. Such requests to designate a number 
“private” arc directed to the Orange County SherrifTs DqMutment which will verify that the phone 
number requested to be so designated belongs to an attorney. The Sherriff s Department then directs 
GTL to designate all calls to or from that phone number “private.” Any phone calls to or from a phone 
number that has been designated “private” are not recorded and the system also blocks any monitoring 
capability. 

12. All non-private phone t ills made on the GTL system are recorded. There is an audio 
message that plays at the beginning of every such calls that advises all parties on the call thm the call is 
being recorded. Another mess^c will play at regular intervals during a call to remind the parties to the 
call that the phone call is being recorded. These messages do not {day at the outset or during calls that 
are designated “Priv^e” because those calls are never recorded. 

13. GTL also conducted a search of Defendant’s account rewrds for the two phone numbers 
it has been provided thm are reportedly associated with Mr. Garson, (714) 258-7200 and (714) 614- 
3987. GTL confirms that there are no recorded calls, and have never been any recorded to or from 
either of those numbers on Defendant’s account. 

I declare under penalty of j^qury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing is 
true and correct. 

Executed on tire 22“* day of June, 2018 at Glendale, California. 
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Via Email ami Overnight Delivery 

Orange County Sheriffs Department 
Attention: Sheriff Sandra Hutchens 
550 N. Flower Street 
Santa Ana, CA 92703 

Dear Sheriff Hutchens. 

I'his letter summarizes our recent discussion in which Global Tel*I,ink Corporation {O'! L) advised 
the Orange County Sheriffs Department that GTL had recently discovered that, during the transition from 
the Lazerphone to ICMv platforms in January of 2015, a technical mor occurred. This technical error 
resulted in the inadvertent recording of 1,079 inmate tel^hone calls made over an approximate threc-year 
period to phone numbers that were designated by the County as “do nm record.'’ Parties to those 1.079 calls 
heard a prompt during each of die calls advising diat the call was “subject to monitoring and recording." 
After conducting research, we have determined that the Sheriffs Department staff, and in certain 
circumstances GTL for investigative or technical purposes, accessed 5S of those 1,079 recorded calls a total 
of 87 times. 

Upon determining that this error had occurred, GTl. immediately took the following corrective 
action: First, GTL blocked access to these recordings and second, GTL reloaded the list of teleplione 
numbers provided by the County and identified by the County as not to be recorded into the ICMv phone 
system database so that they are again marked “do not record”. As of July 6,2018, the system platform has 
b^n updated so that all phrnie numbers contained on this list are maiked :^propriately and will not be 
recorded, We have preserved die previously>made recordings and will maintain them without providing 
further access to anyone, should the recordings be needed in furtherance of the County's review of this 
incident. 

GTL is committed to woiking productively and proactively with the Orange County Sheriff s 
Department to resolve any issues resulting from these inadvertent recordings, as well as defining a process 
to ensure that numbers marked as “do not record” are validated and uploaded accordingly. We have 
reviewed all the telephone numbers whose calls should not be recorded, confirmed the reload of the 
numbers in our datable, and tested the database to ensure that it is functioning properly. As you know, wc 
have previously provided training on the system to the Orange County Shmiffs Department and will 
continue to provide any refresher training if needed. We also have enhanced our quality assurance program 
and will conduct additional internal training sessions designed to minimize the possibili^ of future errors. 
GTL remains committed to implementing any appropriate changes to our systems, to identity and prevent 
other problems. 


TEEL GTL PRA 110 





&% 0?=5iC? 


GTL values its relationship with Orange County and appreciates your efforts to assist in correcting 
this issue. Should you have any questions, or need additional information, please do not hesitate to contact 
me. 


Thank you 


Darren Wallace 

Executive Vice President, Operations 
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THE COUNTY COUNSEL 
COUNTY OF ORANGE 

333 W. SAKTA ANABLVD^ SUFTB^O? 

SANTAANA,CA 92701 
MAUUNO ADlHtBSS: P.a BOX 1379 
SA14TA ANA»CA 92702-1379 
(714)134-3300 
FAX^(7I4)I34>2359 

October 3,2018 


Wendy Phillips 
Sailor Deputy 
County Counsel 
(714)854-6298 
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VIA FACSIMILE ($10) 586-05S2 AND MAIL 

AdUM. Khan, Esq. 

Mtdiael Sklaire^ 

Daniell Newman, Eaq. 

GREENBERG TRAURIG, LLP 
1840 Century Paik East, Suite 1900 
Los Angdes, CA 90067>2121 

Re: &obal Tel*IAnk Contract Inmate Tdephone SerAces Contract with County 

of Orange, MA 060-15010542 


Dear Counsel: 

We write to mpress our fhntratioa conconing die piecemeal and ^complete 
infonnatimi inovided by Global Td^Uiilc (GTL) to date in zelatimi to the above-referenced 
contract As we explain bdow, based on toat have recmtly come to li^t, GTL has 
apparently toiled to take innne^ate adions as pradously reguested by OCSD in relation to 
toe disoovoy of leccndings bdween attorney and inmates in toe Orange County jails. 
Study yon ate aware that, in 201S, GTL toiled to transfa toe phone numbers of over 1,000 
attorneys that existed in One predecessor ^ston - Lazetphone - to the new inmate 
telephone syston. GTL's Mhue to transfer these phone numbers from the old systnn to the 
new system led to toe inqm^ recording of well over l,0(K)potaitiaUy{uiviieg^ phone 
calls betwerai Orange County jni inmdes aid their attorneys. 

Haein we ask that you respond to a 8«i« of questions in regards to what GTL has 
done since toe toilure to fransfer toe numbers to toe new system ma discovoed in June. 

We also make donands in regard to additional steps we a^ toat GTL take to provide 
assurances to OCSD and the County toat all impropoly recorded calls betweoi attorneys 
aid inmate clients have bemdaitified. llie OCSD not only needs accurate aid 

comply infrnmation to eff^vdy man^ the jail tmt also doiiands toat toe Siqi^or 
Court in both toe Special Master proceedings inPeop/e v. Does M^and in People v. 

Waring similaily be informed. 

As you are probably aware, on Sr^rtember 2S, 2018, toe Siqierior Court sdieduled a 
hearing in toe case of People v. Warbtg. An off-toe-record me^g occurred at toe 
courtoouse toat included GTL miqiloyee, George McNit^ aid many otoers. Daring this 
me^nfe Mr. McNitt revealed that toe GIX recordings rfotabase contains 549 rectudings of 
<»lls apparmtly made to Joel Gaison, a oiminal defense attorn^ in toe County of Change. 
These 549 recordings are in adtotion to toe almost 1,100 recording of calls, ^esum^ly to 
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Michad Skhur^ ^q. 

Daniell Newman, E^. 
GREENBERG TRAURIO, LLP 
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attorneys* phmie mnnb«^ that Executive Vice President Darrai Wallace noted in his corresqmndmce 
of My27,2018. Mr. McNitt also revealed diat die almost 1,100 recordings originally found to oust, 
as rqwited in My 2018, were discovraed by seatdiing foe conrat recording} database against a 
**2015 lisp* takcei fh»n foe Lazerphone system, foe predecessor pli^orm to ICMv, foe current 
platform. 


Yoi will also recdl foot udien fois issue was discovered in June, OCSD had learned that GTL 
only had a list of 72 {dunie numbos on its *^vate!’* list for OCSD*s ^dem.* OCSD sfoff worked 
wifo Russ Williams, OCSD’s assigned GTL field service manager, to uplo^ to foe list of 72 phone 
numbers approximately 1,300 phone manbos that OCSD record of bdng on a **do not record 

list** under foe Lazerphone system that weaWaie attom^* tdqihone numbos. (See attached e-mail 
string tm foe subject) After OCSD requested foat foe 1,300 numbers be added to foe private list 
OCSD asked whether th^ wore any record of recordings to the foen iq^ated laivate list In pursuit 
of fois information, Nfr. Williams srot foe fiiUowing e-mail (excespted fiom foe e-mail string 
reforenced above mid attained her^): 

Irom: Russ Williams 

Sent; Friday, July 06,2018 3:58 AM 

To: Support <support@gtl.net> 

Cc; Wayne Morris <wavnejnorris@etl.net> : CChateon, Diane 
<DOChmeon@)csd.ore >; Matthew MoFalls <Matfoew.^Falls@gtl.net> : 

Justin Hdwdl <Justin.Tidwdl@gtl.ti^ : Ken McNiel 
<Kgn.McNiel@gtl.n^ : O'Neil, BUPFY M <BOnell@ocsd.org> 

Subject: 1,300 number list 

Team 

Ibe Shoiff at Orange Couitty CA is requesting to know if any calls exist to 
eadi and any of the ^^rivilegeiFPrivatd^numbas for Orange C!ounty CA. 

(approx. 1382) Ibis woukl be fiom Jan 2015 to present, (the list attached » 
only 1300 of ^ numbers) 

Please open a ticket to confirm there *'are no recordings availaUd* for 
any o f foonnmbMs on the HsL 


' Tt» ounent contract dcfi«» a jdioae number that ia categorized as "private’ as a number that **wiil not be lecoided nor 
subject to nwnitoring.” Sii»e foe discovmy of foe issue nbtiog to foe phone calls to Jua^ OCSD hm teamed ttoit thme is 
bofo a ‘‘iwivde" list and a "do not nword” list This tetter to intended to address any phone number of an attorney foat was 
in put urio foe GTL databas e categorized as "private” or "do not leotnd." 
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This info is needed asap so we will need an ETA if possible for gadiering the 
info? 

'HiiuiksTeam 

IU>. "Ran*' WDUama CTM 
Field Service Field S&vhe Tern 



ARa: tho above e-nudl, Mr, Williuns forwarded to OCSD a list referrocing 1,064 recordings 
to phone numbos, which Mr. l^iUiams de»aibed as; die mimbos called ftom the 1300 list” 

Based on the e-mail mtcbange widi Mr. Williams, OCSD belim^ die infomtadon regarding the 

munber of leondings that eeust in GTL^s database was doived fiom oo^reioencing the mtir^y of 
the OCSD’s privil^ed^tfivate numbers, as r^er^iced by Mr. Williams, after the list hM been 
updated with the 1^00 numbos providM by OCSD. 

On July 25,201$, at a meeting at Sheriffs Headquarters udtii Mr. Wallace, other OTL 
r^resentadv^. Assistant Sheriff Gremberg, Commander Balicfd, Greg Boston, and othor (X!SD 
staff, OTL qiparently provided a hardcopy list of recorded numbcas dnt showed 1,079 recordings. 
OTL also provided a list refer^idng 58 recordings of plrane calls tb^ were acceded in some manno' 
by GTL arul/or Sheriffs staff. (See Mr. Wallace’s letta of July 27, ^18.) It is unclear whedior OTL 
provided an explamdon for the diffaoice in die numba of recmdii^ that was provided by Kfr. 
Williams on Jidy 11 arul foe number of recordings on foe list i»ovided at foe July 25 meding. In an 
abundance of cautimi, dmugh, OC^D ndanitted bofo lists to the Court in People v. IFaring in 
reqwnse to foe Court’s order to turn over all lista of recordings. OCSD continued to believe that both 
woe derived from foe newly-iq^ated "idvil^ed/pri'rate’’ (dione numbeacs for Orange County. 

Ttus brings us to Sqitembo’ 25, when foe departmoit’s good foifo belief was controverted by 
the new iofonnatioo provided by Mr. McNUt Obviottaly, if OTL had derived foe list of recordiop 
based on foe iqidated list of **privileged/privah^ phone numbers, whidi as Mr. Williams indicates in 
his e-mail total aj^xirmUdy 1,382 munhos, Mr. McNitt ahonld not have found an addHtouffl 
549 recordings of calhi to Mr. Garsmi. Mr. Oaison's two phone numhnts were already on foe list of 
72 phone numbers when fois imue was discovered in Jutm. Urns, if foe fiill list of 1,382 had been 
used to drtermine dm numbcar of rromdings on foe OTL database to privileged/private numbers, fomi 
foe rMordings of calls to Mr. Oarson’s numberCs) would haw necemarily already hem found. One 
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by Mr. WiUiams, and the lid of 1,079 recordings i»ovided by GTL at tihe July 25,2018 meeting did 
not indude review of die 72 phone numbm diet were (m the piivil^ed/privde list when dus issue 
first arose in June. 

Moreover, based on Mr. McNitt*8 statements on September 25, we suspect diet die list diat 
Mr. Williaim provided containing 1,0d4 recordings and die list oontaiiiiiig 1,079 tecmdmgs may 
have beoi mealed from different data sets. Based <m the e-mail exchange widi Mr. Williams, the list 
of1,064 recordings diodd have Iwat based upon the thoi-updated "privfleged/i^vate*’ list of 
numl^ (an»oxitoately 1382 tnimbos). However, Mr. McNitt aj^aroitly indicated on September 
25 diat die list of 1,079 recendings was doived by relying on data drown firmn die Lazei|dione system 
asdntli^ead^in201S. GTL has ptovMed no inforniationalMHitwhedier the data drawn from die 
l4Ezei|dunie system matches any of die upd^ privil^ed/private list of manbrns. 


Fimdly, dnrbg the September 25 meeting, OCSD learned for dm first time that the list of 
1,079 recordings only indud^ emr^eted calls. However, the list of 58 accessed calls, whidi was 
also provided by GTL to OC^D, induded bodi computed and incoti^lele calls. Ibis ^stinettoo is 
divioudy significant because it m^lains why a teleplnme numbm <» die list of 58 is not on die list of 
1,079. Again, OCSD was left in the dadr and given eithm incomplete or inaccurate infimnadon, 


we ask that you 


1) What was the Imsis for die list of 1,064 recordings provided by Mr. Williams on July 11, 
2015? In othm words, from vdiat data was that list derived? 

2) What was die bads fer die list of 1,079 recordings provided by QTL to OCSD efltnmand 
staff at die meeting on July 25,2018? fn odier woid% fiom what data was that list 
dedved? 

3) I^esuming diat diffomit dda sets woe used to create the two lists of rroonfings, why was 
this doim and why was OCSD not made aware of dns at an earlier date? 

In action, we make die following demands on. OTL in regards to po tential recordings that 
GTL may possess in its databases: 

1) Run die attadied list of 72 numbers, which mdsted in OCSD’s '^vileged/ptivate Usd' as 
of June 11, agdnstCTL's recordings database to detemine what rtmoidings exist to diese 
ttumbos. We know that dme ^outd be at least 549 records, sitme Mr, Gaison's numbers 
are on this UsL Plrose ensure that the following data fields are on the list of calls to 
attorneys for which there is a record of a recording: 
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a. Complete^locompl^ to reflect whether the (»U was coiiq>leted or not 

b. The date/time the call was made. 

c. The PIN associated with the rati. 

d. Theduratiimofthecatl. 

e. 'Wiether the call was accessed in anyway by OTL and/or OCSD staff. If a 
recording was accessed, provide flte following additicnud informationr 

i. flie idodifier of ^ person accessing flie call, 

ii. the mantis in which it was accessed, Le.,rraorded, downloaded, or 
wlutever ofli«r identifier flie OIL Systran nmy have to refoence the nature 
of how a recordin^calt is accessed 

iii. whni it was accessed 

2) Please provide a (^y of tl^ list of recordings to flie list of 72 numbers with the above 
menfloned categoiira to bofli theundrasigned and to the S|^al Mastra in the case of 
People V. Jolm Does 1^58, Case No. M-1763fl, filed imdra seal. 

3) Presrave and sequratra any recordings to the list of 72 {drone numbers discovered such 
th^ no OCSD 8^«: OTL stdf may access the recor^gs. 

4) Omfirm fliat flie 1300 numbers provided by OCSD to Mr. \raiiams (m June 20^ have 
berai wlded to OCSD’s list of privil^ed/private numbers in the OTL database sudi that 
caUs made to fliose numbras are not recorded by flie Systran. Plmse provide proof fliat this 
acflrm has been taken. 

5) Provide the undrasigned a copy of flie “2015 lisf * of numbras fimn flie Lazei|dKnie systraa 
refraraocedby Mr. NfoNitt on Sqrtranber 25. 

6) CrossHrefraence the list of 1,300 provided by OCSD on June 20^ to Mr. Williams, against 
the “2015 lisf * from flie La:^lme system teferenrad by Mr. McNitt. If OTL di^vers 
any number on flie 2015 list fltat is not on the list fiom OCSD, please do flie fiiUowing: 

a. Provide a list offltenumberfs) to the underragned, 

b. Add the numb«(s) to the >rivil^ed^vate” list for OCSD, 

c. Run flie nombra(s) a^iut the GTL recordings database to determine if any 
recordings (bofli complete and incrmqilete) exist, 

d. Preserve and sequratra- any discovered recordings fixim accera by OCSD and OTL 
staff, aid 
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e. Detmnine if any of the recordings were accessed in anyway by GTL or OCSD 
staff. 

f. If previomly undiscovoed rectnrdings are found, provide a list of die phone 
numbers for which recordings racist to the undrasigned ami the Special Master in 
the case of Pcop/ev. Doer Md, filed under seal. The list ^uld contain the same 
data fields as refraraiced above bparagraidi 1. a. - e., above. 

7) D^emiine which numhers have been added to OCSD's privil^ed/inivate list since June 
12, raiduding file 1,300 plus numbers find were foovided by OCSD to Mr. WilUams, and 
nm those nnmtos against the GTL recmdings database. Ifthisrmdtsindiscovrayof 
more recordings, p^im the same stq[» as noted in paragrqihs 6) c. - f., above. 

In OCSD needs to know about miy recording of a phone call l^tween an inmate at fiie 

OCJailandhisorl^attmnQr. OCSD expects full transparrau^. Iffiwre is any date field that GTL 
bdieves that the OCSD ^uld be aware of fiiat is not requested above, {dease contact the 
undrasigned immediately. 

Please fed fiee to contact the undersigned wifii any questions or concerns. 


V«y truly yours. 


LEON J. PAGE 
COUNTY COUNSEL 



WJP:az8 


cc: Sandra Hutchrais, Orange County Sheriff 

Stuart Qreraiber]^ Chief, Corrections Division, Orange County Sheriff 
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